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Jon Bubar
24 Dudley St. , Presque isle, ME 04769-2422

November 2, 2005 10:15 AM

Representative Mike Michaud

U.S. House of Representatives
437 Cannon House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Representative Michaud:

| have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions’ (FCC) position to change
the Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents,
including me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change
proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the
system. If the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand
minutes a month of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero
minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be
penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users,
senior citizens and low-income residential and rurat consumers, to give up their phones due to
unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume
to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect
on smalt businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which | am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with
monthly newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information.
While | am aware that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along” these fees to
their customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer | would like ensure | am charged fairly. If
the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent
meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without
legislation.

| will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my
community. | request you pass atong my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a
flat fee tax could dlsproportlonately affect those in your const1tuency

Thank you for your contmued work and | look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.
Sincerely,
Jon Bubar '

cc:
The Federal:Communications Commission
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Brooks Liddiard
M

22 Wolcott Dr. , Horseheads, NY 14845

November 1, 2005 5:36 PM

Senator Charles Schumer

U.S. Senate

313 Hart Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senctor Schumer:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions’ (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC,

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If
the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month
of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a
month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly
increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is
radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across
America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps ime informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up te date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While T am aware
that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the
reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers
taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the
FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I
request you pass along my concerns to the FGC on my behalf, !eﬁmg them know how a flat fee tax could
duspropor‘ruona’rely nffec? 'rhose in y’our consh'ruency ‘

-

Thank you for your continued: wor'k and I look for'ward to hear‘mg about your posmon on this matter.
Sinterely, « -
Brooks Liddiard

cc:
The Federal Communications Commission
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DuWayne Nun EW
| S * 3

2032 151st Ave. NE , Ham Lake, MN 55304

November 1, 2005 5:39 PM

Senator Mark Dayton

U.5. Senate

123 Russell Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20516-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 56-45

Dear Senator Dayton:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions’ (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If
the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month
of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a
month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly
increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is
radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across
America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which T am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware
that federal law does not require companies to recover, or “pass along" these fees to their customers, the
reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure T am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers
taxed, my service will cost more. And according o the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the
FCC has plans to change 1o a flat fee system soon and without legislation,

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community, I
request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could
dispreportionately affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and T look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.
Sincerely,

DuWayne Nun

ce:
The Federal Communications Commission



et

o

RECEVED & iSPEc T |

;‘
i JAN 3 0 2008

3

Donna Vivian
114 Edward Street , Schenectady, NY 12304-2902

November 2, 2005 9:00 AM

Senator Hillary Clinton

U.S. Senate

476 Russell Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Clinton:

| have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions’ (FCC) position to change
the Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents,
including me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change
proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the
system. If the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand
minutes a month of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero
minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be
penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users,
senior citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to
unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume
to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect
on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which | am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with
monthly newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information.
while | am aware that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along” these fees to
their customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer | would like ensure | am charged fairly. If
the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost more, And according to the Coalition's recent
meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without
legislation.

| will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my
community. | request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a
flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in your constituency,

Thank you for your continued work and | look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.
Sincerely,

Donna Vivian -

cc:
The Federal Comm‘uﬁications Commission
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Gregory Wright i | eco MALRCOM |

1015 Crestview Terrace , New Martinsville, WV 26155

November 1, 2005 5:39 PM

Senator Robert Byrd

U.S. Senate

311 Hart Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Byrd:

T have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions” (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If
the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month
of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a
month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly
increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is
radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across
America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date infermation on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware
that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the
reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers
taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition’s recent meetings with top FCC officials, the
FCC has plans to change to a fiat fee system soon and without legislation,

T will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I

request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could
disproportionately affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.
Sincerely,
Gregory Wright

ce:
The Federal Communications Commission
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Rita Lindblom 1 FCC-Mé!‘! EEEM f
103B Mill Drive , Plentywood, MT 59254 :

November 2, 2005 10:27 AM

Representative Denny Rehberg
U.S. House of Representatives
516 Cannon House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Representative Rehberg:

| have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions’ (FCC) position to change
the Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents,
including me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change
proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the
system. If the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand
minutes a month of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero
minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be
penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users,
senior citizens and low-income residentiat and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to
unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume
to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect
on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which | am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with
monthly newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information.
While | am aware that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along” these fees to
their customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer | would like ensure | am charged fairly. If
the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent
meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without
legislation,

! will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my
community. | request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a
flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and | look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.
Sincerely,

Rita Lindblom

CC:
The Federal Communications Commission
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Galgn Cleveland
116 douthdalg ®r. . Hartford, KY 42347

November 2, 2005  5:57 71

Representative ©d Whitfield

L8, House of Representalives

301 Cannon House Office Building
Washington, $C 20515-0001

Subjget: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal S¢rvieg CC Pocket 96-45

Pear Representative Whitfigld:

1 have serious eonegrns regarding the Federal Communicalions Commissions' (TCC) pesition to change the Universal
Serviee Fund (U$T) eollgetion method to a monthly flat fee. Many of gour constitugnts, ineluding me, my frignds, jamily
and neighbors, will bg negatively impacied by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

s you know, UsF ia currgntly eollected on a revenue basis. Prople who use morg pay more into the system. if the
FCC changes that systgm to a flat fee, that mgans that somgong who usgs ong thousand minutes a month of long
distencg, pays thg same amount inle the fund as someong who usgs zero minules of long distancg a month.
Constitugnls who use their limiled rgsouregs wisgly should not b penalized for doing so.

 flat feg tax could cause many low-volume long dislanee users, like students, prepaid wirglgss users. sgnior citizegns
and low-income residential and raral consumers, 1o give up their phongs dug to unaffordablg monthly inergases on
their bitls. 8hifting the funding bardgn of the UST from high volume 1o low-volume usgrs is radical and unngegssary. In
addition, it would have & highly detrimental gffect on small busingases all across fimerica.

The Heep UST Fair Coslition, of which | am a mgmber, Rgeps mg informed about the UST issug with monthly newsletlers
and up to dalg information on their website, inctuding links 1o FCC information.  While | am awarg that federal law dogs
nol requirg companies 1o reeover, or "pass along” these fges to their customers, the reality is that they do. s a
congumer | would likg gnsurg tam charged fairly, If the FCU gogs to a numbers taxed, my servieg will cost morg. fnd
according to the Coalition's rgegnt meetings with top FOC officials, the FCC has plans 1o echange 10 a flat fee system
soon and withoul lggislation.

1 will eontinug 1o monilor devglopments on the issug and continug to gpread theg word to my eommunity. 1 request you
pass along my eoneerns to the FCC on my behalf, lgtting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect
thosg in your eonstitugney.

Thank you for gour eonlinugd work and [ lock forward (o hgaring about your position on this matier.

Sincerely,

@algn Cleveland

Ce
The Federal Communications Commission
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Anne Cassler S
5702 Timbers Trail Drive , Humble, TX 77346-1975

November 2, 2005 9:53 AM

Senator Kay Hutchison

U.s. Senate

284 Russell Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-43

Dear Senator Hutchison:

| have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions’ (FCC) position to change
the Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents,
including me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change
proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the
system. If the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand
minutes a month of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero
minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be
penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wiretess users,
senior citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to
unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume
to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect
on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which | am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with
monthly newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information.
While | am aware that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along” these fees to
their customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer | would like ensure | am charged fairly, If
the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent
meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without
legislation.

| wilt continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my
community. | request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a
flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and i look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.
Sincerely,

Anne Casster

CC:
The Federal Communications Commission
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Larry Mitchell -
141 Elmore Avenue , Springfietd, MA 01119-1115

November 2, 2005 9:59 AM

Representative Richard Neal

U.S. House of Representatives
2266 Rayburn House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Representative Neal:

| have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions’ (FCC) position to change
the Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee, Many of your constituents,
including me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change
proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the
system. If the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand
minutes a month of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero
minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be
penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users,
senior citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to
unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume
to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect
on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which | am a member, keeps me informed about the USE issue with
monthly newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information.
While | am aware that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along” these fees to
their customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer | would like ensure | am charged fairly. If
the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition’'s recent

meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without
legislation.

| will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my

community. ! request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a
flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and | look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.
Sincerely,
Larry Mitchell

CC:
The Federal Communications Commission
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Judith Zarn

November 2, 2005 9:56 AM

Senator Gordon Smith

U.S. Senate

404 Russell Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Smith:

| have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions’ (FCC) position to change
the Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents,
including me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change
proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the
system. If the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand
minutes a month of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero
minutes of long distance a month, Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be
penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wiretess users,
senior citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to
unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume
to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect
on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which | am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with
monthly newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information.
While | am aware that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along” these fees to
their customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer | would like ensure | am charged fairly. !f
the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent
meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without
legislation.

| will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my

community. | request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a
flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and | look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.
Sincerely,
Judith Zarn

cc:
The Federal Communications Commission
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Susan D'Angelo FCC - MA!LROOM
2354 Alexander Dr. , Troy, Ml 48083-2403

November 2, 2005 10:16 AM

Representative Joe Knollenberg
U.S. House of Representatives
2349 Rayburn House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Representative Knollenberg:

| have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions’ (FCC) position to change
the Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents,
including me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change
proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People wha use more pay more into the
system. If the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand
minutes a month of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as somecne who uses zero
minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their limited rescurces wisely should not be
penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users,
senior citizens and tow-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to
unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume
to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. in addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect
on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which | am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with
monthly newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information.
While 1 am aware that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along” these fees to
their customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer | would like ensure | am charged fairly. If
the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent
meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without
legislation.

| will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my
community. | request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a
flat fee tax could disproportionatety affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and | look forward to hearing about your position on this matter,
Sincerely,

Susan D'Angelo

CcC:
The Federal Communications Commission
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Anthony Mott
9 Evans 5t. Apt. C, Bainbridge, NY 13733

November 2, 2005 10:16 AM

Senator Hiilary Clinton

U.S. Senate

476 Russell Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Clinton:

| have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions’ (FCC) position to change
the Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents,
inctuding me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change
proposed by the FCC,

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use mare pay more into the
system. If the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand
minutes a month of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero
minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be
penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users,
senior citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to
unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume
to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect
on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which | am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with
monthly newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information.
While | am aware that federal law does not require companies to recover, or “pass along” these fees to
their customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer | would like ensure | am charged fairly. If
the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent
meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without
legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my
community. | request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a
flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and | look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.
Sincerely,

Anthony Mott

CC:
The Federal Communications Commission
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David German
—
1227 McCracken , Camp Verde, AZ 86322

November 2, 2005 9:52 AM

Senator Jon Kyl

U.S. Senate

730 Hart Senate Office Building
washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Kyl:

| have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions’ (FCC) position to change
the Universal Service Fund {USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents,
including me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change
proposed by the FCC,

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the
system. If the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand
minutes a month of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero
minutes of long distance a month. Caonstituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be
penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users,
senior citizens and (ow-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to
unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume
to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect
on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which { am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with
monthly newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information.
While | am aware that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along” these fees to
their customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer | would like ensure | am charged fairly. If
the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent
meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without
legislation.

1 will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my
community. | request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a
flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and | look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.
Sincerely,

David German

cC:
The Federal Communications Commission
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November 2, 2005 10:15 AM

Representative John Larson

U.S. House of Representatives

1005 Longworth House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Representative Larson:

| have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions’ {(FCC) position to change
the Universal Service Fund {(USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents,
tncluding me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change
proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the
system. If the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand
minutes a month of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero
minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be
penalizec for doing so. : S

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users,
senior citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to
unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume
to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect
on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which | am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with
monthly newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information.
While | am aware that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along” these fees to
their customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer | would like ensure | am charged fairly. If
the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent

meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without
legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my
community. | request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a
flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and 1 look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.
Sincerel'y, i
Loui\s-Gdnzale's By [V

cc:
The Federal Communications Commission
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charles br051g
6117 elm In , matteson, IL 60443

Representative Jesse Jackson

U.S. House of Representatives
2419 Rayburn House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Representative Jackson:

| have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions’ (FCC) position to change
the Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents,
including me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change
proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the
system. If the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand
minutes a month of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero
minutes of long distance a month. Constltuents who use their limited resources wisely should not be
penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users,
senior citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to
unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume
to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect
on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which | am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with
monthly newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information.
While | am aware that federal law does not require companies to recaver, or "pass along” these fees to
their customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer | would like ensure | am charged fairly. If
the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent
meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without
legislation.

t will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my
community. | request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a
flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and | look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.
Sincerely,

charles brosig

cc
The Federal Communications Commission
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60 Friendship Ln. , Rison, AR 71665

Senator Mark Pryor

U.5. Senate

257 Dirksen Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Pryor:

FO SRl
13

November 1, 2005 5:37 PM

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions’ (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay mare into the system. If
the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month
of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a
month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for deing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly
increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is

radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have ¢ highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across

America,

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthiy
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While T am aware
that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass afong"” these fees to their customers, the
reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure T am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers
taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the

FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation,

T will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I
request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could

disproportionately af fect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely,
Michael Walters

ce
The Federal Communications Commission
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November 1, 2005 5:37 PM

Senator Pat Roberts

U.5. Senate

109 Hart Senate Office Building
Woashington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Roberts:

T have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions’ (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If
the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone whao uses one thousand minutes a month
of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a
month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable manthly
increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is
radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across
America.

The Keep USF Fair Caalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While T am aware
that federal law does not require companies to recover, or “pass along” these fees to their customers, the
reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure T am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers
taxed, my service will cost more. And accarding to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC of ficials, the
FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation,

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I

request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could
disproportionately affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and T look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.
Sincerely,
John Pearce

cc:
The Federal Communications Commission
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40 half moon trail , wakefield, RT 02879-2064

November 1, 2005 5:29 PM

Senator Lincoln Chafee

L.S. Senate

141A Russell Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Chafee:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions’ (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC,

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use mare pay more into the system. If
the FCC changes that system fo a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month
of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a
month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly
increases on their bills, Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is
radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across
America,

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware
that federal low does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the
reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers
taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the
FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and witheut legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. T
request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could
disproportionately affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.
Sincerely,

susan sachs

cc:
The Federal Communications Commission
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1092 Lynn Drive , West Columbia, SC 29170

November 1, 2005 5:27 PM

Representative Joe Wilson

U.S. House of Representatives
212 Cannon House Office Building
Whashington, DC 20515-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Representative Wilson:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions’ (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including
me, my friends, family and neighbars, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If
the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month
of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a
month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly
increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is
radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across
America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware
that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the
reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly, If the FCC goes to a numbers
taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the
FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation,

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I

request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could
disproportionately affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and T look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.
Sincerely,
Don Schumpert

ce
The Federal Cemmunications Commission
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Norma Tarnowski
4850 Tara View Rd. , Leesburg, FL 34748

November 1, 2005 5:39 PM

Senator Mel Martinez

United States Senate

317 Hart Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

bDear Senator Martinez:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. Peaple who use more pay more into the system. If
the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month
of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a
month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly
increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is
radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across
America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which T am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware
that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the
reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure T am charged fairly, If the FCC goes to a numbers
taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the
FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I
request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could
disproportionately affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and T look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.
Sincerely,

Norma Tarnowski

cC.
The Federal Communications Commission
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November 1, 2005 5:33 PM

Representative Mark Green

U.S. House of Representatives

1314 Longworth House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Representative Green:

T have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions’ (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection methed to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If
the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month
of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a
month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly
increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is
radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across
America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware
that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the
reality is that they do. As a consumer T would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers
taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC of ficials, the
FCC has plans to change to a fiat fee system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I
request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could
disproportionately affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.
Sincerely,

Robin Van Zeeland

cc:
The Federal Communications Commission
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930 Greenfield Ave , Pittsburgh, PA 15217

November 1, 2005 5:30 PM

Representative Mike Doyle

U.S. House of Representatives
401 Cannon House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Representative Doyle:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If
the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month
of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a
month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-velume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly
increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is
radical and unnecessary, In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across
America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which T am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthiy
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While T am aware
that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the
reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers
taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition’s recent meetings with top FCC officials, the
FCC has plans to change 1o a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I

request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could
disproportionately affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter,
Sincerely,
Barbara Misechok

ce
The Federal Communicaticns Commission



Donald Measel
23874 W. Meadow Dr. , Genoa, OH 43430

November 1, 2005 1:12 PM

Representative Marcy Kaptur

U.S. House of Representatives

2366 Rayburn House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Representative Kaptur:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USFE) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me,
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis, People who use more pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month,
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which [ am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While T am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure 1 am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely,

Donald Measel

ce:
The Federal Communications Commission
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November 1, 2005 1:50 PM

Senator Carl Levin

U.S. Senate

269 Russell Senate Oftice Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Levin:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) positicn to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me,
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is cwrrently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If
the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of
long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepald wireless users, senior
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly
increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical
and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware
that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is
that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my
service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has
plans to change to a flat fee systerm soon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. [ request
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them: know how a flat fee tax could
disproportionately affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely,

Mary Schuite

CcC:
The Federal Communications Commission
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November 1, 2005 5:16 PM

Senator Bill Nelson

.5 Senate

716 Hart Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Nelsen:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position fo change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If
the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month
of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as semeone who uses zero minutes of long distance a
month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior
citizens and low-income residential and rurai consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly
increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is
radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across
America,

The Keep USF Fair Caalition, of which I am a member, keeps me infortmed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware
that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along"” these fees to their customers, the
reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers
taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the
FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community, I
request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could
disproportionately affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and T look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.
Sincerely,

Arthur Spadoni

ce:
The Federal Communications Commission



